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REAL PARTY TN INTEREST 



The real party in interest in this fippea] is the following part>^ International Business Machines 
Corporation, 
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RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



With respect to other appeals or interferences that will directly affect, or be directly affected by, or 
have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal, there are no such appeals or 
interferences. 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the application are: 1-30 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

1 . Claims canceled : 1 9 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled: none 

3. Claims pending: 1-18 and 20-30 

4. Claims allowed: none 

5. Claims rejected: 1 -1 8 and 20-30 

C CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are: Claims 1-18 and 20-30. 
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STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
No amendmcait after fina] was filed with respect to the present application. 



\ 
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SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

A. CLAIM 1 - INDEPENDENT 

Claim 1 is directed to a memory management technique for graphical texture objects. A stored 
texture object is selectively reraoved from memory in response to an inability to allocate 
sufficient memory to a current texture object. The allocating and selective removal steps are 
repeated until the current texture object is successfully allocated. If all stored objects arc 
removed from memory without successful allocation to the current texture object, stored texture 
objects handled by another texture manager are similarly selectively removed. Thus, the claimed 
invention is directed Lo selecti ve removal of texture objects in two types of memoTy resources (a 
first and second memory resource), where responsive to there being no more stored texture 
objects in the first memory resource, the selective removal of objects in this first memory 
resource is halted and stored texture objects are selectively removed from the second memory 
resource. The present invention thus provides an improved texture memory partitioning and 
management scheme, thus reducing total memory resource requirements that previously existing 
in graphical systems. 

A flowchart of the above described process is shown in Figure 4 of the present 
application at reference numbers 400-422, and described at page 1 1 , line 12 - page 14, line 14. 

B. CLAIM 11 - INDEPENDENT 

Clami 1 1 is directed to a memory management system for a first memory resource (Figure 3, 
element 306) and a second memory resource (Figure 3, element 308), where the first memory 
resource has at least one stored texture object. The memory management system includes a 
memory allocation unit (Figure 3, element 304) that allocates memory to texture objects in the 
first memory resource and the second memory resource. The memory management system also 
includes a texture management system (Figure 3, elements 300 and 302) that tracks allocation of 
memory for all texture objects, removes a stored texhire object within the first memory resource 
in response to detecting an inability to allocate memory to a current texture object in the first 
memory resource, calls the memory allocation unit to allocate memory to the current texture 
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object after the stored texture object is removed, and continues to remove texture objects from 
the first memory resource until sufficient memory is allocated to tiie current texture object, as 
described at Applicants* specification at page 9, line 30 - page 1 1 , line 1 1 . 

C CLAIM 15 - INDEPENDENT 

See above summary regarding Claim 1 . 

D. CLAIM 20 - INDEPENDENT 

See above summary regarding Claim 1 . 

E, CLAIM 30 -tlVDEPENDENT 

See above summaiy regarding Claim I. 

CLAIM 20 - 35 USC 1 12, 6*^ PARAGRAPH MEANS-PL US-FUNCTION 

Corresponding structure shown at element 100 in Figure 1 and element 200 in Figure 2, as 
described at Specification page 6 line 4 - page 9 line 29, for all recited elements in Claim 20. 

G. CLAIM 25 - 35 USC 112, 6^^ PARAGRAPH MEANS-PLUS-FUNCTION 

Corresponding structure shown at element 100 in Figure 1 and element 200 in Figure 2, as 
described at Specification page 6 line 4 - page 9 line 29, for all recited elements in Claim 25. 

H. CLAIM 27 - 35 USC 112, 6*** PARAGRAPH MEANS-PLUS-FUNCTION 

Corresponding structure shown at element 100 in Figure 1 and element 200 in Figure 2, as 
described at Specification page 6 line 4 - page 9 line 29, for all recited elements in Claim 27. 

I. CLAIM 28 " 35 USC 1 1 2, 6*** PARAGRAPH MEANS-PLUS-FUNCTION 

Corresponding structure shown at element 100 in Figure 1 and element 200 in Figure 2, as 
described at Specification page 6 line 4 - page 9 line 29, for all recited elements in Claim 28. 

J. CLAIM 29 - 35 USC 1 1 2, 6*" PARAGRAPH MEANS-PLUS-FUNCTION 

Corresponding stnicture shown at element 100 in Figure 1 and clement 200 in Figure 2, 
described at Specification page 6 line 4 - page 9 line 29, for all recited elements in Claim 29. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

A. GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (Claims 1-11, 13-18 and 2(^23) 

Claims 1-1 1, 13-18 and 20-23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § J 03 as being unpatentable over 
Gannett (U.S. Patent No. 5,790,1 30) in view of Sethi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,600,493). 

B. GROUND OF REJECTION 2 (Claim 12) 

Claim 12 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103 as being unpatentable over Gannett (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,790,130) in view of Sethi et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,600,493) further in view of Saunders 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,917,497), 
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ARGUMENT 

A, GROUND OF REJECTION 1 (aaims 1 11, 13-18 and 20-23) 

A.I. Group 1 Claims 1-5, 7, 15-18, 20-24, 26, 30 

Generally speaking, the pi-esent invention is directed to managem ent/control of two 
memory resources - a first memory resource and a second memory resource - for use in 
maintaining texture objects. Memory is allocated to a current texture object in the first memory 
resource. In response to an inability to allocate sufficient memoiy to the current texture object, a 
stored texture object in the first memory resource is selectively removed. The allocating and 
selectively removing steps are repeated, if tliere is another stored texture object present in the 
first memory resource, until the current texture object is allocated sufficient memory. This 
repeating step is halted in response to an absence of any stored texture objects being present in 
the first memory resource. Responsive to .the halting step, stored texture objects in a second 
memory resource are selectively removed if an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the 
current texture object is present. In response to selectively removing stored texture objects, 
memoxy in the second memory resource is allocated to the current texture object. In rejecting 
Claim 1 , the Examiner has only alleged removal in one type of memory (per Gannet), and 
allocation in two types of memory (per Sethi), as further detailed below. The Examiner has 
therefore failed to estabUsh a prima facie showing with respect to Group l' , and thus the burden 

• has not shifted to Appellants to rebut such obviousness assertion^. In addition, as a prima facie 
case of obviousness has not been established by the Examiner, the rejection of Group I is shown 
to be in e]iTor\ 

In rejecting Claim 1, the Examiner equates Gannett's teaching of sliared memory location as 

* In rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. Section 103, the exarainer bears the initial burden of presenting a prima fecic 
case of obviousness: In re Oetiker, 977 R2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 1444 (Fed. Cir, 1992). To establish 
prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, ail of the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior 
art. MPEP 2143.03. See also, Jn re Royka, 490 F.2d 580 (C.C.P.A. 1974). 

' Only if that burden is met, does the burden of coming fiJTward with evidence or argument shift to the applicant, In 
re Oetiker, supra. 

^ If the examiner fails to establish a prima facie case, flic rejection is inproper and wjJl be overturned. In re Fine, 
837F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 
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the claimed first memory resource, and Gannett's teaching of TIM's own allocated system software 
memory location as reading on the claimed second memory resource. The shared memory is shown 
by element 852 of Gannet's Figure 30 (as described by Garnet at CoL 69, lines 3-10), and the TIM 
allocated system software memory is shown by element 854 of Gannet's Figure 30 (as described by 
Gannet at Col. 68, lines 52-55). Importantly, the only texture items that get removed are the one*s 
contained within the hardware driver data storage 851 of Figure 30 (which is neither the alleged 
first memory resource nor the alleged second memoiy resource), as described by Gannett at Col. 8, 
lines 17-28; Col. Col. 8, line 66 - Col. 9, line 20; Col. 10, line 48 - Col. 11. line 4; CoL 14, lines 
10-65; Col. 42, lines 6-21; Col. 64, lines 22-35. Gannet docs not teach or otherwise suggest 
selective removal of a stored texture object in both (1) the shared memory (Gannet Figure 30, 
element 852 which is alleged by the Examiner to read on the claimed first memory resource), AND 
(2) the TIM memory (Gannet Figure 30, element 854 which is alleged by the Examiner to read on 
the claimed second memory resoxuce). In summary,* Gannet teaches removal of objects in a single 
memory, whereas the claimed invention of Group I is directed to removal of texture data objects in 
two memory resources - a first memory resource and a second memory resource. 

Nor do the teachings of the cited Sethi reference overcome this teaching deficiency. Sethi 
teaches a memory allocation scheme, where if an available amount of memory exists in graphics 
memory to satisfy a request, the memory allocation process ends. If tberc is not sufficient available 
graphics memory, available portions of system memory 21 are allocated to make up for the deficit 
amount of grapbics memory (Sethi Col. 2, lines 55-60). Thus, Sethi teaches memory allocation 
using two memory resources, but does not teach or otherwise suggest selective removal of a stored 
texture object fi*om two memory resources, as claimed. Thus, the teachings of Sethi do not 
overcome the above described deficiency in the Gaiuict teachings. 

Further wi th respect to Group I, none of the cited references teach or suggest that removal of 
a texture object from the first memory resource is responsive to an inability to allocate sufficient 
memory to the current texture object, whereas the removal of a texture object from the second 
memory resource is responsive to halting of a repeated allocating and selective removal with 
respect to the first memory resource. Nor has the Examiner alleged such two-step selective removal 
with differing responsive conditions. Thus, Appellants fiirther show a failure by the Examiner to 
establish a prima lacie showing of obviousness with respect to Group I, 

In summaiy, none of the cited references teach or suggest selective removal of texture 
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objects ftxitn two memory resources - a jfirst memory resource and a second memory resource - the 
selective removal in the first memory resource being responsive to an inability to allocate sufficient 
memory to the current texture object, and the selective removal in the second memory resource 
being responsive to halting of a repeated allocating and selective removal with respect to the first 
memory resource. Claim 1 expressly recites "selectively removing a stored texture object in the 
first memory resource in response to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current 
texture object" AND ""responsive to the halting step, selectively removing stored texture objects 
in a second memory resource if an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture 
object is present". None of the cited references teach or suggest this second selective removal 
step, nor has the Examiner alleged any such teaching of two-step selective removal The 
Examiner merely aUeges that data will be stored in either a first memory resoxirce or a second 
memory resource depending on certain conditions being met. In contrast^ Claim 1 is direct to 
selective removal of data fi-om two memory resources depending on certain other conditions 
being met. Thus, it is shown in detail (above) that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been 
made with respect to Group I, and accordingly the burden has not shifted to Appellants to rebut an 
obviousness assertion with respect to the Group I claims. 

A.2. Group JI Claims 6 and 25 

Appellants initially show error in the Group IT claim rejection for reasons given above with 
respect to the Group I claims. Further with respect to Group n (Claims 6 and 25), Appellants urge 
that none of the cited references teach or suggest that the first memory resource is assigned to a 
client application. In rejecting Claims 1-6, the Examiner equates the claimed first memory resource 
with Gannet's shared memory. Appellants urge that this shared memory is not assigned to a client 
application, as claimed. Rather, this shared memory is shared between the graphics API, graphics 
hardware driver and the TIM. daemon (Col. 9, lines 30-34). None of the cited references teach or 
suggest, nor has the Examiner alleged any teaching or suggestion, that the claimed first memory 
resource is assigned to a client application. Therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness has not 
been made with respect to the Group II claims, and accordingly the burden has not shifted to 
Appellants to rebut an obviousness assertion with respect to the Group U claims. 
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A.3. Group III Claims 8 and 27; A.4. Group IV Claims 9 and 28 

Appellants initially show error in the Group ITT cjaim rejection for reasons given above with 
respect to the Group I claims. Further with respect to Group m (Claims 8 and 27), none of the cited 
references teach or suggest selectively removing all stored texture objects in the second memory 
resource in response to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object; and 
further with re$pect to Group IV (Claims 9 and 28), none of the cited references teach or suggest 
selectively removing a single stored texture objects in the second memory resource in response to 
an inability to allecate sufficient memory to the current texture object. As can be seen, the claims 
of Group JJ]. and IV recite particular implementations of the selectively removing (stored) texture 
objects step recited in Claim 1. The Examiner appears to gloss over the distinctions between 
Claims 8 and 9, as Claim 8 recites that dl stored texture objects are removed in the second memory 
resource, whereas Claim 9 recites that one stored texture object is removed in the second memory 
resource. Tlie Examiner has failed to establish that both of these specific implementations are 
taught Of suggested by the cited references. The Examiner cites Sethi Col 4, lines 19-31 as 
teaching ''removing all objects that have been used". Appellants show that such assertion docs not 
establish that this removal is responsive to a halting step, as expressly recited in the combination of 
Claim 1 and Claim 8, or that this selective removal is in response to an inability to allocate 
sufficient memory. Quite to the contrary, this clean-up of memory by S ethi i s responsive to a 
successful allocation of memory and subsequent object processing. 

In addition, such cited passage does not establish that dl (Group IH) or rae (Group IV) 
stored texture object(s) is/are removed in the second memory, only that unused graphics memory is 
released to a pool. Therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness has not be established with respect 
to Groups III and IV for at least the many reasons listed above, and the claims of such groups arc 
thus shown to have been eTxoneously rejected, 
A.S. Group V Claims 10 and 29 

Appellants initially show error in the Group V claim rejection for reasons given above with 
respect to the Group I claims. Further with respect to the claims of Group V (Claims 10 and 29), 
Appellants show that none of the cited references teach or suggest an identifier that identifies a 
memory resource in which the (removed) texture object was located. Nor has the Examiner alleged 
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any such teaching or suggestion. Therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness has not been 
established with respect to Groitp V, and the claims of such group are thus shown to have been 
erroneously rejected. 

A6. Group VI Claims 11 and 14 

With respect to Group VI (Claims 11 and 14), Claim 11 recites both a memory allocation 
unit and a texture management system, where the texture management system tracks allocation of 
memory for all texture objects, removes a stored texture object within the first memory resource in 
response to detecting an inability to allocate memory to a current texture object, calls the memory 
allocation unit to allocate memory to the current texture object after the stored texture object is 
removed, and continues to remove texture objects from the first memory resource until sufficient 
memory is allocated to the current texture object. The Examiner has not alleged any teaching or 
suggestion b y any o f t he c ited references o f the claimed '"memory allocation unit" and '^texture 
management system", where the texture management system calls the memory allocation unit after 
a stored texture object is removed. Thus, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima fecie 
showing of obviousness with respect to Group VI, and therefore the burden has not shifted to 
Appellants to rebut the obviousness rejection. 

A.7. Group Vn Claim 13 

Appellants initially show error in the Group VII claim rejection for reasons given above 
with respect to the Group VI claims. Further with respect to Group Vn (Claim 1 3), Claim 1 3 
recites a claimed feature of **wherein the texture management system removes texture objects 
from the second memory resource if stored texture objects are absent from the first memory 
resource and insufficient memory has been allocated to the current memory object". As can be 
seen, the removal of texture objects from the second memory resource is conditioned upon two 
conditions being met - the stored texture objects being absent from the first memory resource 
AND insufficient memory has been allocated to the current memory object. The Examiner has 
not alleged any teaching or suggestion of removal of texture objects from the second memory 
resource based on these two conditions being met, and thus the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie showing of obviousness with respect to Group VH, 
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GROUND OF REJECTION 2 (Claim 12) 
B.l. Group VIII Claim 12 

Appellants initiaJly show error in the Group Vm claim rejection for reasons given above 
with respect to the Group VI claims. Further with respect to Group VITI (Claim 12), Claim 12 
recites a claimed feature of "wherein the texture management system returns an error if stored 
texture objects are absent from the first memory resource and insufficient memory has been 
allocated to the current texture object". As can be seen, the error that is returned is conditioned 
upon two conditions being met - the stored texture objects being absent from the first memory 
resource AND insufficient memory has been allocated to the current texture object. The 
Examiner has not alleged any teaching or suggestion of returning an error based on these two 
conditions being met, but rather has merely alleged that the cited Saunders reference teaches 
returning an error ''if it is determined that sufficient memory could not be allocated''. Thus, the 
Examiner ha$ failed to establish a prirna facie showing of obviousness with respect to Group 

vm. 

Conclusion 

Thus, Appellants have shown that the rejection of Claims 1-18 and 20-30 is in error, and 
requests that such rejection by reversed by the Board, and further requests that such claims be 
allowed. 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

The text of the cl aiixis involved in the appeal are: 

1 . A method in a data processing system for managing a set of m emory resources used to 
store texture objects, the data processmg system comprising a first memory resource with at least 
one stored texture object, the method comprisfng: 

allocating memory to a current texture object in the first memory resource within the set 
of memory resources; 

selectively removing a stored texture object in the first memory resource in response to an 
inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object; 

repeating the allocating and selecti vely removing steps if there is another stored texture 
object present in the first memory resource until the current texture object is allocated sufficient 
memory, wherein the repeated selectively removing step is with respect to the another stored 
texture object ; 

halting the repeating step in response to an absence of any stored texture objects being 
present in the first memory resom^ce; 

responsive to the halting step, selectively removing stored texture objects in a second 
memory resource if an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object is 
present; and 

allocating memory in the second memory resource to the current texture object in 
response to selectively removing stored texture objects. 

2. The method of claim I , wherein the first memory resource is system memory. 
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3. The method of claim ] , wherein the first memory resource is an advanced graphic port 
memory. 

4. The method of claim 1 , wherein the second memory resource is a frame buffer. 

5. The method of claim 1 , wherein the secondary memory resource is assigned to a kernel 
application. 

6. The method of claim 1, wherein the first memory resource is assigned to a client 
application. 

7. The method of claim 1 , wherein the stored texture object is a texture object used less than 
a threshold value. 

8. The method of claim. 1 , wherein the step of selectively removing texture objects 
comprises: 

selectively removing all stored texture objects in the second memory resource in response 
to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object. 

9- Tlie method of claim 1, wherein the step of selectively removing texture objects 
comprises: 
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selectively removing a single stored texture object in the second memory resource in 
response to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object. 

10. The method of claim 1, wherein an identifier is associated with a texture object when the 
texture object is removed Srom the set of memory resources in which the identifier identifies a 
memory resource in which the texture object was located within the set of memory resources. 

11. A memory management system for a first memory reso\jrce and a second memory 
resource, the first memory resource having at least one stored texture object, comprising: 

a memory allocation unit, wherein the memory allocation unit allocates memory to 
texture objects in the first memory resource and the second memory resource; 

a texture management system, wherein the texture management system tracks allocation 
of memory for all texture objects, removes a stored texture object within the first memory 
resource in response to detecting an inability to allocate memory to a current texture object in the 
first memory resource^ calls the memory allocation unit to allocate memory to the current texture 
object after the stored texture object is removed, and continues to remove texture objects from 
the first memory resource until sufficient memory is allocated to the current texture object. 

12. The memory management system of claim 1 1, wherein the texture management system 
reliwns an error if stored texture objects are absent firom the first memory resource and 
insufficient memory has been allocated to the current texture object. 
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1 3. The memory maiiagemeat system of claim 1 1 , whcrem the texture management system 
removes texture objects from the second memory resource if texture objects are absent from the 
first memory resource and insufficient memory has been allocated to the current memory object. 

14. The memory management system of claim 1 1, wherein the texture management system 
includes a first texture manager and a second texture manager, wherein the first texture manager 
track allocation of memory for all texture objects in the first memory resource and wherein the 
second texture manager track allocation of memory for all texture objects in the second memory 
resource. 

15. A data processing system comprising: 
a bus system; 

a memory connected to the bus system, wherein a set of instructions are located in the 
memory; and 

a processor unit connected to the bus system, wherem the processor unit executes the set 
of instructions to allocate memory to a current texture object in a first memory resource within 
the set of memory resources; selectively remove a stored texture object in the first memory 
resource in response to an inabiUty to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object; 
repeat instructions to the allocate memory and selectively remove a stored texture object until the 
current texture object is allocated sufficient memory, halt the repeating in response to an absence 
of any stored texture objects being present in the first memory resource, selectively remove 
stored texture objects in a second memory resource in response to an inability to allocate 
sufficient memory to the current texture object in response to halting instmctions to repeat; and 
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allocate memoTy in the second memory resource to the current texture object in response to 
selectively removing stored texture objects. 

16. The data processing system of claim 15, wherein the bus system includes a primary bus 
and a secondary bus. 

1 7. The data pracessing system of claim 1 5, wherein the processor unit includes a single 
processor. 

1 8. The data processing system of claim 15, wherein the processor unit includes a plurality of 
processors. 

20. A data processing system for managing a set of memory resources used to store texture 
objects, the data processing system comprising a first memory resource with at least one stored 
texture object, the data processing system further comprising: 

furst allocating means for allocating memory to a current texture object in the first 
memory resource within the set of memory resources; 

first selectively removing means for selectively removing a stored texture object in the 
first memory resource in response to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current 
texture object; 

repeating means for repeating initiation of the first allocating means and first selectively 
removing means if there is another stored texture object present in the first memory resource 
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until the current texture object is allocated sufficient memory, wherein Jhc repeated initiation of 
the first selectively removing means is with respect to the another stored texture object; 

halting means for halting the repeating means in response to an absence of any stored 
texture objects being present in the first rnemory resource; 

second selectively removing means, responsive to the halting step, for selectively 
removing stored texture objects in a second memory resource if an inability to allocate sufficient 
memory to the current texture object is present; and 

second allocating means for allocating memory in the second memory resource to the 
current texture object in response to selectively removing stored texture objects. 

2 1 . The data processing system of claim 20, wherein tlie first memory resource is system 
memory. 

22. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein the first memory resource is an 
advanced graphic port memory, 

23. the data processing system of claim 20, wherein the second memory resource is a frame 
buffer. 

24. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein the secondary memory resource is 
assigned to a kernel application. 
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25. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein the first memory resource is assigned to 
a client application. 

26. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein the stored texture object is a texture 
object used less than a threshold value. 

27. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein the step of selectively removing texture 
objects comprises: 

third selectively removing means for selectively removing all stored texture objects in the 
second memory resource in response to an inability to allocate sufficient memoiy to the current 
texture object. 

28. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein the step of selectively removing texture 
objects comprises: 

fourth selectively means for selectively removing a single stored texture object in the 
second memory resource in response to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current 
texture object. 

29. The data processing system of claim 20, wherein an identifier is associated with a texture 
object when the texture object is removed from the set of memory resources in which the 
identifier identifies a memory resource in which the texture object was located vrithin the set of 
memory resources. 
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30. A computer program product in a computer readable medium for managing a set of 
memoiy resources used to store texture objects, the computer program product comprising: 

first instructions for allocating memory to a current texture object in a first memory 
resource within the set of memory resources; 

second instructions for selectively removing a stored texture object in the first memory 
resource in response to an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current texture object; 

third instructions for repeating the allocating and selectively removing steps if there is 
another stored texture object present in the first memory resource until the current texture object 
is allocated sufficient memory, wherein the repeated second instructions for selecti vely removing 
is with respect to tlie another stored texture object; 

fourth instructions for halting the repeating step in response to an absence of any stored 
texture objects being present in the first memory resource; 

fifth instructions, responsive to the halting step, for selectively removing stored texture 
objects in a second memory resource if an inability to allocate sufficient memory to the current 
texture object is present; and 

sixth instructions for allocating memory in the second memory resource to the current 
texture object in response to selectively removing stored texture objects. 
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EVTDENCE APPENDIX 



There is no evidence to be presented. 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENP JX 

There are no related proceedings. 
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